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ABSTRiiCf ' : ^ 

The persbnalrprpblems and psychological needs of 
college students inay vary according to their living arrangements. To 

compare the types and number of problems resident and cofmuter 

students bring to a university counseling Center, the intake data of 
345 studetits (152 dormitory residents^ 193 conwiuters; 177 women, 168 
men) seeking individual counseling during the 1981-82 a^:a«Semic year 
were analyzed. Data were categorized according to sex, type and 
number of problems, resident status, and class. An analysis of 
results showed that dormitory residents sought help for personal 
problems more often than expected, and coimiuters sbught^help fpr mp^ 
than one problfc more of ten than exp^^ Fifty-four percent (54%) / 

pfsthe freshmen sought counseling, while only 13% of the juniors and. 

lb* of the seniors sought counselihgi^ spught more test 

fe^back, and juniors sought more personal counseling. Although women, 
comprised 40% of the student body^ 51% of the counselees were female. 

idents with personal problems were seen for more sessions than were 
<^ny other students^ J.uniors were seeif for the largest njumber of 

sessions followed by seniors^ sophomores, and f reShmen. Finally^ . 

junior and sophomore dormitory residents were seen for more sessions 
than were commuters^ land senior cpmmuters were seen for more sessions 
than senior dormitory residents. (BL) 
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7 Dormitory residents were' found to -seekr help for personal cohcerhs more of ten 
than expected while commuters were found to • seek hel^^br more than one 



prdbleih more often than expected. 
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Problems Bringing Cotamutets , Hortnitpry Resadenti , and 
' Students from Different Cjdisses to Counseling 



'The purpose. of this study was to compare* the types of problems resident 
and Commuter students . seek help for at a university counseling center. 
jt>onnitory living . is generally felt to pfovlde students with a better . 
/opportunrty for personal gfbwth ar\d development than cbmmutihg'* (Chickening, 

11969), but Xhis growth is acicompiLnied by the stresses caused by exposure to 

I ■ - - - .-I ■ - • - 

ri^w ideas and ehvirbrimehts (Katz, 1975). Cfc the other hand, commuter students 

_■ _ _ _ _ _ ■_ \ 

have been shown to be less involved with college life and to have more \^ 

problems wiih finances, academics, family, and peers *than resident students 

. _ _ / ' : _ _ ___ 

(Chic^eririg, 1974). It was felt that the differences between residents and 
commuters might lead them to s*^^ counseling for different reasons . 

It wis also felt thgt the problems which bring^ students \tg counseling 
would differ accbrding to, year in school- Presumably students in bfec^rly 
stages of college would sfeek more career and ^educatibh^l counseling to get 
them "off on the right foot'* than would upperclassmeh Freshmen at the \ 
present university are given a battery of vbcational-ediicat idhal 'tests which 
includes a personal problem check list. It was expected that they-wbuld come 
fot feedback on these tests more freqtientiy tjiaiP* wpuld students frbm bther 
classes: _ Uppercl ashmen, who Save generally ^settled intbi cbursework and 
college Irving, would presumably seek lesjS cbuhselihg than underclassmen. 



Subjects were 345 students (177 wbmen arid 1^8 men) who came to the 
cbuhselihg center fbr ja^ivi^uaJ. cbUnseling during the 1981-82 academic year. 
^The sample ikcludeS 186 freshmen, 81 sb^omdres , junio^rs^-^i^ 34 seniors. 



I \ ' ?age 3 » 

Theye were 152 dbrmitory residet/ts and 193 commuters in the sample. 

Intake cards for all stftdehts seeking individual counseling were 
categorized acJbrdihg; to sex (female, male), type of problem (educational, 
career, personal, freshman test feedback, other, more than one problem 
indicated) , resident status (dormitory student, commuter), and ^class 
(freshman, sophomore, junior, senior). Students who came to' the center for 
counseling in ^groups or workshops were hot included in the sample nor were 
students from the School of General Studies as they could hot be categorized 
into classes. Graduate students, alumni j hbhstudehts, and students ^hbt 
providing infbrmatioh on intake cards were alsb excluded* The sample thus 
represented apprbximately ' 70% bf; the tbtal number bf pebple seen for 
individual cbuhsellhg during 1981"^S2\ ' 

^ - ' Results 



Resident and commuter students sougfit individual counsel ing in proportion 

. : .-/---^-J ^ ■ ' , 

;to their representation in the studenjt body. Residents composed 40% of the 

•student body and sought 44% of the counsel ing . Commuters composed 60% of the 

_ ___ _■ _ ♦ j . 

student body md sought.' 56% of the /counsel ing These differences were not 

significant, • > ' / / ' 

There was a significant chi square between resident status -and .type of 



problem ( (5) = 35 .59, £<'^^i066i 3 Table 1 presents observed and expected 

vtalq^s for resident an|i commuter students for each problem category. 
Dormitory residents came to' th^ counselling center for persbhal cbuhselihg mbre 
of ten than expecte'd while ^commuters came for pefsohal cbuhselihg .less often 
* than expected. Commuter students sought cbuhselihg fbr more than btti^ problem 
more bfteh than expected whLli resideht studehts sought help for mote than one 
problem- les's bfteh thah expected. These fbur findings accounted^ for 76% of 
the tbtal chi square. ^ ' • ^; ^ 



id 
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Freshmen sought individual tr^tins el irig propdrtionat:^/ " i^^re often than 
expected "by their repres^atati^ri in the student bodj 10.51, p.<.ODl). 

Junior^ it = -6.22, £<.001) arid s-eriiors <i « -8.62,; j^<-0e^l) ^^Kight counseliijg 
less often than e^ectM by their 

class comprised approximately 25% of the college popalati^"» 54% of^ the 

students who sought counseling were freshmen ^while only th^ cburiseiecs. 

were juniors and iGX w^re seniors. Sophomores ; came tt) cboa^eling in numbers 

expected by their representation in the student body^ J . , v 

' There was a > ignif icarit chi square between class ai^^ • ^l^p^ of problem 

\ (15) 138.2ll £<.0001). Table 2 presents observed expecteS values 

for students Srom each class in each problem categpry- freshmen than 

expected but fewer sophomores arid juriidrs'thari expecced ^oagf^^ freshmen test 

feedback. Fewer Ireshmeri thari expected but more juniors 'Expected sought 

— person^ cburiselirig. Freshmeri sought pareer coun^eii**^ less often than 

* expected and sferiiors sought pburiselirig for other * coftcer^s ^Ore often' than 
y • ' ^ ; ^ ± * 

expected^. These/severi f iridirigs abcbunte<i Jot 67% of tli€> t:^*-^^ xhi squar^j . 

* / \ - ' ___ _ ' _ 

Wbmeri sought individual counseling more often tSan ^^P^cted by ^/ their 

, numbers in thej student body (z 3^4, p<. 001). Wwi conip^^gg^ 40X of the 
I s tuderit bo^^'and )51% of the coanselees . ^ ' i.--'^^^ 

Table i presents the means „ and standard dcviatiO^^v for numbers of 
rounsjBling sessions according to problem, clSss , and cL^^^ ^ residence. An 
analysis of variance ^^^^e^Bdonst rated a significant ^Cbt)lefn ^effect 
(F (5, 321) = 16.5'b, py.OQOiV Students witf! personal^ pr^^^^ttiQ Were seen for 
more sessions than wer^students who had any of the otHer concerns . 

There was a significant main effect fbr Class (I ^29) = p<.ee01?). 

Juniors were \ seen for' the largest ^umber of sessions f^^^Oved by seniors,. 
^ 8.ophombres> and freshmeri. There was a sigtiificaat Q^^Sj^X ^Residence 
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interaction (F 13, 329) «:2<*02j. Junior rad sbphbn^bre dbr^ resid^ts 
were seen fer more s^essions than junior arid sophomore commuters while ':senidr 
commuters were seeri for more ses Mobil's, than seriibr dbrmitbr^ residents; ^ 



Discus 8 'ibti 



In general, the findings suppbrt^d previous re'search and hypptheses* 
Chickeritig's (1-974) finding . that coiamuting stadenCs had more Drobiems in a 

number of areas than* resident students is suppdrjied - .by the findirig that 

" ^ *• - 

commuting-^ tudents came to counseling for ^mbre than one prbblem^more bfteri 



than expected while residents were undetrepresented in this categbty^ 

\ -- ' - ■ \ ■ ' , -- 

^<^ommut:ers at' the present university are generally riot as firiaricially well -bff 

^s residents and must' work to put themselves through college. Work bfteri 

interferes with academics and social life-' Financial pressurep lead^ tb 

concerns regarding careers, arid the stresses -of livirig at home are frequently 

felt. Also becau9e they have to travel-tb deceive cbtirisel irig , Commuters may' 

be mbre apt thari dtrmitbry residents tb. wait until problems pile up before 

' * - . . ' N • • ' • ' . . • . ' I • 

seeking assist^ce. ^ * v^. - 

'\ pn the bther hand, dormitory residents did not come; for coupseling for 



m^re than brie pr6blem as often ai expected but% aid come exclusively for 
personal cburiseling mote often than expected. reverse was ^ tt'ue of 

commuters . ^tuderits »^hb live in dormitories been foimd^ ^o. experience 

^ l^^^ "^1.=^ /-i^u J * iaAQ *Q7-/."i ijot 'growth id 
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more persbrial grbwth'thari cbmmutets (Chickering^ 19^9, i! 

- : . 1 ■ A . ♦ \ s ■ . 

^teri a stressful experience^ arid mSy increase the likelihood that a student 
will seek persbnal counseling, t ► ^- ' * . 

Freshmen made mpre use of the counseling center' Ehan* ^pected * by; their 
1 . ^ • ' , ' ^ . . ' ' . ' 

fnmnberi in the stufient body.. The freshman testirig^prbgr^m briiigs^a ritimber 6( 

f i^eshmen to the ceritfer for feedbackir The riumberS bf , freshm&' reqUes-tiftg 
' ■ fc . ' • 

^ . ^ _ ' _ _. * _ _ _ ^ ' * 

personal and Career counseling were. les£ than e^&pected because test f^ectbffCk 



covers wreer^ educatidrial, ari-ij personal qoncerns ; • As hypothesized^ fewer^ 

upperclassmeh than expected came for counseling, and when they did seek hei,pi 

it was generally for persbnal cbhcernsv Junidris in particular sought more 

, ^ --personsl^ counseling than expected indicating that the junior year must a 

'-^ time of particular stress- .Seniors came for other types of counseling more 

> 

t - - 

often than expected. These seniors generally vere residence hall assistants 



who Came for consul cations . 

^ Not surprisingly, students who came for personal counsel ifttg were seen for 
tndire sessions than students who came for other types of cbuhseling. Juniors 
and Beniors^were seen for more sessions than students from other classetf' 
becaase they sought more personal cbuhseling than other students: Sophomore 
and junior dormitory" residents jwere _ seen fbi^ more sessions than their 
comniuting counterparts ? This was probably due to the fact-Chat dormi<ory 

- 3 ' - ; : - ._v__:.. . ^; ... • 

students came for personal cbunfeeling fflore frequently than commuters. 



However, seriibr dbfmitory students had fewer sessions than senior commuter^ 
The reason for' this is 'not entirely cle^. Often seniors find clos^, 
off-campus housing during their final y^ ^ Qollege which may account for 
their beitxg mbre like dortnitolry residents with respect to number of couhselihg 

sessibivs tha|i Qbmmuters . - » 

^ .. - » ^ . 

Women came fbr counseling more often than expected. College women have 
been found to a^mit having more probLems ^jhan college men (Palladind & Trydn, 
1978). This may be because they have more problems br because they are simply 
indrfe' open aPout their problSms than are cbllege men. ft • 
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Table 1 




^Observed and Expected Value^ for Resident and Commuter 

_ _■ " . 1 ^ 

^ * Students If or Each Prbbiem^.eategory ; ■ 




Problem 



Educational 
Career 
Personal 
Freshman Test Feedback 
Oth^r Concez;ns 
t^re Than One Probieiy* 



* . Residents 



Obs erved (Ekpe'cted) 



Cbinmutersr * 
Observed (Expected) 





. ' ( .7) 




8 


'.t 8) 


9 






21* 


(t7) 


49 , 


(32) • 




24 


(4i) 


45* • 


(46) , 




59 


(58) 




.7) ^ ; 


f 0 


' 4 


( 9) 


30 


^(47) 




77 • . 


' (60) 
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r »^ 



Tat>le 2 



vup c rv eu 


and Expected Values for 


Studentt^^ 


from 


Each 








Class 


in Each" Trbbletn 


Category 
• 










— - - - 1^ 
r pi tfui • y 






Class 


I 










Freshtnati Sophomore 


■ Junior . 


Senior 




0 


(E).* ^ 0 


(E) ^ 


0 


(E), 


' 0 




* *• 
Educational 


5 


* • 

(8) \ V 6 




• 1 


4 2) 


3 


( 1) 


-Career 


5 




<: 7) . 


7 


( 4) ' 


6 


( 3) 


Personal * 


18 


(39) 22 


(17) 


22 


( 9) 


11 




Freshinan test Feedback 


90 


(56) .1^ 


(24) ' 


I 


C13.) . 


' 3 


(10) 


Other Gon^rems 


2 


( 9) . \ 4. 


( 4) 


2 


( 2) 


8 


( 2)/ 


r 

More Than One Problem 


66 


(58) 27 


(25) 


11 


, (14) 


' 3 


(11)- 



*0 = Observed^ (E) = ExpeC'ted 
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Table 3 ^ 
eounseixn^ Sessibfis According to Prbblenrj Class , arid Class X Residence 

• - ... ^ 

So Q a .1 C\X\ ft * 
^^^^^^ coo Xi^MO 




C laB^ 

Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 



Clap3 X Residence 
Freshman - Dorm 

. _ :i _ _ . . 

Freahtnan 7 eonrarate 
Sophotnbre - Dorm 
Sophomore — Commute 
Junior - Dorm 
Junior - Cbmniut^ 
Sen i or - Horm 
Senior - Commute 



Mean 



1 .47 
1 .80 
8.15 
1.36 
2.50 
2.53 




f ■ 



1^1 
3.20 
6 .55 
4.38 



2,22 
2.36 
4.29 ^ 
2.23 
9.00 . 
4.50 
2.76 
6.60 



=1, 1 



4.14 
•5 . 36 
8:28 
7 .36 



3 .39 ' 

I 

4.44 • 

■ K 

i 

3.65 
9.51 
6.02' 
4.03 

9 .45 . 
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